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PM1-1 The commenter’s statement regarding support of the Project is noted. 
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PM1-2 The commenter’s statement regarding the Project creating jobs and supporting 
career opportunities is noted.  Section 4.10.6 addresses the Project-related 
impacts on the economy and tax revenues. 
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PM1-3 While some information was still pending at the time of issuance of the draft 
EIS, the lack of this final information does not deprive the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse environmental 
effect of the Project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such effect.  The 
EIS includes sufficient detail to enable the reader to understand and consider 
the issues raised by the proposed Project and addresses a reasonable range of 
alternatives.  

The FERC continued to accept comments on the draft EIS and other related 
materials placed into the record past the end date of the comment period up 
until the point of publication of the final EIS.    

PM1-4 FERC staff reviews applications for interstate natural gas pipeline projects in 
accordance with an applicant’s stated objective(s) in order to disclose the 
environmental impacts of a proposal to inform the decision makers and, in 
accordance with NEPA, evaluate reasonable alternatives to a project.  
However, the FERC as a matter of policy and in accordance with the NGA 
and other governing regulations, does not direct the development of the gas 
industry’s infrastructure regionally or on a project-by-project basis.  As such, 
FERC staff’s evaluation of reasonable alternatives does not include setting 
project objectives, determining what an applicant’s objective “should” be, nor 
does it include redefining the objectives of a project.  This does not mean that 
FERC staff cannot recommend a modification to a project or a different 
routing option; however, the FERC staff’s review is based on ensuring that 
any modifications or alternatives it recommends in the EIS would meet the 
applicant’s stated objective(s).  The Commissioners at FERC ultimately have 
the authority to evaluate the merits of a project’s objective and either approve 
the proposal, with or without modification, or decide to not approve the 
project.  Should the Commission decide that a project is not in the public 
convenience and necessity, it would deny the project (in effect, selecting the 
No Action Alternative) versus designing or recommending a new project with 
different objectives.  

We analyzed several route alternatives to determine if the route alternatives 
would avoid or reduce impacts on environmentally sensitive resources.  We 
also updated section 3.5 of the final EIS to include further discussion of 
alternative delivery locations at the U.S.-Mexico border.  However, we 
reiterate that alternative delivery points are not viable because they do not 
meet the Project’s objectives.   

If gas supplies are needed in Nogales, discussion of this need should occur 
with EPNG and/or other companies that could develop a project to serve 
Nogales with additional supplies of gas. 

PM1-5 The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other 
applicable requirements.  The EIS includes sufficient detail to enable the 
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed Project 
and addresses a reasonable range of alternatives.  The EIS is consistent with 
 

  



PM1 – Public Meeting in Three Points, Arizona (cont’d) 
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PM1-5 
(cont’d) 

FERC style, formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives 
and different types of impacts, including cumulative impacts.  Duration and 
significance of impacts are discussed throughout the various EIS resource 
sections.  The EIS is comprehensive and thorough in its identification and 
evaluation of feasible mitigation measures to reduce those effects whenever 
possible.  Sierrita’s construction and restoration plans contain numerous 
mitigation measures to avoid or reduce Project-related impacts and promote 
revegetation and restoration of the Project area following construction.   

This final EIS is not intended to be defamatory to livestock grazing but is 
intended to describe the current environment, as well as the improvements that 
ranchers are currently making to the environment of the Altar Valley.  The 
discussion on grazing is meant to better describe the impacts associated with 
the proposed Project by ensuring that the current environmental conditions that 
the Project would impact are accurately described.  Sierrita has proposed, and 
we have recommended, appropriate restoration measures that are intended to 
not conflict with current grazing practices and the improvements being 
implemented by ranchers of the Altar Valley. 

Sections 4.3.2, 4.4.1, and 4.14 (Environmental Setting) have been updated to 
include additional information regarding past and ongoing conditions of the 
Altar Valley, including historical cattle grazing (which has influenced the 
current conditions in the Project area), efforts to promote restoration of the 
Altar Valley, and modified grazing management practices.  

Along with consultations with the cooperating agencies, appendix X of the 
final EIS lists the references associated with the information presented in the 
EIS.  
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PM1-6 The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other 
applicable requirements.  Section 3 of the EIS considers alternatives consistent 
with NEPA and FERC policy, including the No Action Alternative, increased 
energy efficiency and conservation, alternative energy sources, system 
alternatives, route alternatives, and route variations.  We also updated section 
3.5 of the final EIS to include further discussion of alternative delivery 
locations at the U.S.-Mexico border.   

PM1-7 This final EIS is not intended to be defamatory to livestock grazing but is 
intended to describe the current environment, as well as the improvements that 
ranchers are currently making to the environment of the Altar Valley.  The 
discussion on grazing is meant to better describe the impacts associated with 
the proposed Project by ensuring that the current environmental conditions that 
the Project would impact are accurately described.  Sierrita has proposed, and 
we have recommended, appropriate restoration measures that are intended to 
not conflict with current grazing practices and the improvements being 
implemented by ranchers of the Altar Valley. 

Sections 4.3.2, 4.4.1, and 4.14 (Environmental Setting) have been updated to 
include additional information regarding past and ongoing conditions of the 
Altar Valley, including historical cattle grazing (which has influenced the 
current conditions in the Project area), efforts to promote restoration of the 
Altar Valley, and modified grazing management practices.   

PM1-8 The EIS does not imply that all access can be controlled and acknowledges 
this fact, but does identify in section 4.9.2 Sierrita’s proposed measures 
intended to deter unauthorized uses of the right-of-way.  We determined that 
implementation of the construction and mitigation measures identified 
throughout the EIS, as well as implementation of Sierrita’s Plan, Procedures; 
Reclamation Plan, Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document; and 
Noxious Weed Control Plan (see appendices E, F, G, H, and I, respectively, of 
the final EIS), would promote restoration of the right-of-way.  However, as 
acknowledged in sections 4.4.8, 4.8.4, 4.8.5, 4.9.2, and 4.10.6 that this could 
take a variable amount of time.   

Sierrita is required to ensure its Project follows the construction procedures 
and mitigation measures described in its applications and supplements 
including responses to staff data requests and as identified in the EIS, unless 
modified by any Order, and fulfills the intent of its various Project-related 
plans.  Failure to meet certain performance standards would result in issuance 
of noncompliance reports and, if the violation is repeated, could result in a 
stop-work order or enforcement actions by the FERC.   
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PM1-9 As discussed in section 3.5, we analyzed several route alternatives that would 

involve collocation to avoid or reduce impacts on environmentally sensitive 
resources, including alternatives along already established corridors in the 
Santa Cruz Valley (the Nogales West Route Alternative and Nogales East 
Route Alternative) and along Highway 286 (the East Route Alternative). 
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PM1-10 As discussed in section 3.5, we analyzed several route alternatives to 
determine if the route alternatives would avoid or reduce impacts on 
environmentally sensitive resources, including the East Route Alternative, 
which would cross the BANWR and largely be collocated with Highway 286.  
As stated in section 3.5.1, we concluded that the East Route Alternative would 
result in less environmental impact on most resources as compared to the 
proposed route; however the FWS determined that the East Route Alternative 
would materially interfere with and detract from fulfillment of the FWS and 
BANWR mission and purpose and therefore could not be authorized.  The 
FERC has no authority to request or require another federal agency to approve 
a pipeline within that agency’s administrative boundaries, nor does the NGA 
grant eminent domain authority to an applicant to condemn federal lands.  
Therefore, any recommendation by FERC to require a route on federal lands 
where authorization is not granted would effectively be a recommendation of 
the No Action Alternative.  We find no reason to do so, as we concluded that 
the proposed Project (along with our recommendations) can be constructed 
with an acceptable level of environmental impact.  Because the East Route 
Alternative is not permittable, a full scale environmental analysis is not 
warranted.  The Commission will take our environmental conclusions into 
consideration when it decides whether or not to approve the Project.   

PM1-11 Discussions relating to land swaps on NWRS lands are between the FWS and 
an applicant.  The FERC has no authority to develop and/or require a “land 
swap” for any federal lands crossed by a project.  Further, it is our 
understanding that based on discussions with the BANWR no land swap is 
under consideration with the FWS.  

Also see response to comment PM1-4. 

PM1-12 Section 4.9.2 has been updated to include information regarding Sierrita’s 
criteria and sequential timing of each type of restoration measure. 

Sierrita filed revised versions of its Plan, Procedures, Reclamation Plan, Post-
Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document since issuance of the draft EIS.  
The FERC continued to accept comments on the draft EIS and any other 
materials placed into the record past the end date of the draft EIS comment 
period.  Sierrita’s plans have been revised based on FERC staff and 
stakeholder comments, and are included as appendices of the final EIS.   
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PM1-13 The commenter’s statement regarding extending the draft EIS comment period 

by 30 days is noted. 

 

PM1-14 The commenter’s statement regarding issuing a supplemental draft EIS is 
noted. 
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PM1-15 Sierrita filed revised versions of its Plan, Procedures, Reclamation Plan, Post-

Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document since issuance of the draft EIS.  
The FERC continued to accept comments on the draft EIS and any other 
materials placed into the record past the end date of the draft EIS comment 
period.  Sierrita’s plans have been revised based on FERC staff and 
stakeholder comments, and are included as appendices of the final EIS. 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-16 It is within the jurisdiction of the FWS to enforce the MBTA and the BGEPA.  
As described in section 4.5.7, Sierrita would conduct pre-construction surveys 
to document local occurrences of nesting birds, including raptors, unless 
construction would take place outside of the nesting periods.  Sierrita also 
committed to having a qualified biologist assigned to each survey spread that 
would conduct an active nest survey in the area to be cleared.  The biologist 
would consult with the Tucson FWS-AESO to obtain additional guidance on 
conducting the necessary surveys; FWS staff at the Regional Migratory Bird 
Management Office may provide additional input.  The biologist would 
monitor nests within the clearing area and the associated birds’ behavior, and 
would promptly notify and consult FWS staff in cases where nesting migratory 
birds are located.   
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PM1-17 Sierrita’s proposed construction, mitigation, and restoration methods are 

discussed throughout the EIS including sections 4.2.1.1, 4.4.8, 4.5.2, and 
4.8.1.1.  Sierrita’s Plan, Procedures, Reclamation Plan, and Post-Construction 
Vegetation Monitoring Document detail Sierrita’s Project-specific restoration 
methods.   

 

PM1-18 As discussed in section 4.1.3.2, Sierrita may need to blast areas of shallow 
bedrock for installation of the pipeline.  Sierrita would comply with all federal, 
state, and local regulations governing the use of explosives and fugitive dust 
control measures.  Precautionary measures that Sierrita would adhere to at 
blasting locations are described in its Blast Plan (see appendix K of the final 
EIS).   

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

PM1-19 Section 4.4.8.2 has been updated to acknowledge the potential for wildfires as 
a result of stacked vegetation and mulch along the right-of-way. 
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PM1-20 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-9, and PM1-10. 
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PM1-21 Sections 4.3.2.5 and 4.3.2.6 of the EIS and Sierrita’s Plan, Procedures, 

Reclamation Plan, and Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document 
address potential impacts associated with construction across ephemeral 
washes and the erosion control measures that would be implemented to 
mitigate these impacts.  Sierrita also committed to employing an onsite 
hydrogeologist during dry wash construction to evaluate erosion potential, 
calculate scour depth and setback distances, and provide site recommendations 
based on current conditions.   

PM1-22 Based on clarification from Sierrita and as discussed more fully in section F of 
its Plan, specific to dry wash crossings, Sierrita’s construction contractor and 
EIs would monitor upcoming weather forecasts to determine if significant 
rainfall is anticipated at times when construction across dry washes is planned.  
To the extent practicable, Sierrita would avoid installing the pipeline across 
dry washes during periods of anticipated rainfall.  In the event that rainfall is 
not expected to be significant (e.g., less than 0.5 inch) and Sierrita determines 
that construction should proceed, environmental crews would be notified of 
the location of planned crossings and would be available to respond quickly if 
additional erosion control devices are needed.  If flow conditions develop 
during construction of a given dry wash crossing, Sierrita’s EIs and 
environmental crews would be notified immediately to determine the extent of 
the flow and would install additional erosion control devices as necessary.  If 
flows are significant and siltation is likely to occur, Sierrita would stop work 
until flows have ceased or have decreased to the point where potential 
sedimentation can be contained within the construction work area.   

PM1-23 The commenter’s statement regarding the construction schedule is noted. 

PM1-24 Sierrita would be required to limit ground disturbance to the areas identified in 
this EIS and any Order, if approved.  The potential for indirect impacts, 
including outside of the right-of-way boundaries, are acknowledged 
throughout the EIS.  Furthermore, regardless of the erosion control material or 
method adopted, Sierrita would be required to use, install, and maintain 
erosion control devices in a manner that reduces runoff velocity, diverts water 
off the construction right-of-way, and/or prevents the deposition of sediments 
beyond approved workspaces or into sensitive resources.  Any Project-related 
ground disturbing activities outside approved areas would require FERC 
approval, with the exception of off right-of-way activities needed to comply 
with Sierrita’s Plan and Procedures (e.g., slope breakers, energy-dissipating 
devices, dewatering structures) that do not affect other landowners or sensitive 
environmental resource areas.  All construction or restoration activities outside 
of authorized areas are subject to all applicable survey and permit 
requirements, land-managing agency easement grants, and landowner 
easement agreements.  Any project that is approved conveys the right of 
eminent domain and this authority is specifically spelled out under the NGA 
for installation and operation of pipelines; however, the FERC has no authority 
to authorize off-site mitigation.   
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PM1-25 The EIS acknowledges the impacts related to unauthorized right-of-way uses 
in sections 4.3.2.5, 4.4.8, and 4.9.2.  Mitigation measures to reduce 
unauthorized uses and promote revegetation are discussed in section 4.9.2, as 
well as in Sierrita’s Plan, Procedures, Reclamation Plan, Post-Construction 
Vegetation Monitoring Document, and Noxious Weed Control Plan.  We also 
note that the CBP cooperated in preparation of the EIS and the document 
represents the CBP’s current position with regard to the Project and related 
impacts.   

Also see response to comment PM1-8. 

 

 

 

 
PM1-26 Section 4.11.4 includes a discussion of required mitigation for impacts on 

cultural resources sites that are eligible for listing on the NRHP, and a 
discussion of the FERC’s responsibilities under the NHPA.  All evaluation 
reports and treatment plans are required to be filed with the Secretary and 
approved by the Director of OEP.  The FERC is continuing its consultations 
with the Tohono O’odham Nation regarding Project impacts on cultural 
resources. 
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PM1-27 See response to comment PM1-7. 

Sections 4.3.2, 4.4.1, and 4.14 (Environmental Setting) have been updated to 
include information from documents and sources provided by commentors on 
the draft EIS.  Appendix X of the final EIS lists the references associated with 
this information. 

 

 

 
PM1-28 As discussed in section 4.3.2.8, as recommended by the FWS and AGFD, in an 

effort to enhance livestock range conditions and wildlife habitat, Sierrita 
would discharge hydrostatic test water into livestock tanks if certain conditions 
are met, including “the landowner or land-managing agency approves the use 
of the water in writing.” 
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PM1-29 Based on consultations with the FWS, it was recommended that these 
features be referred to “wildlife/livestock tanks” to show that they are 
utilized by both livestock and wildlife.  However, as a result of 
comments objecting to this term, the EIS has been modified so that these 
features are identified as “livestock tanks.”   

PM1-30 The major threats to the northern Mexican gartersnake listed in section 
4.7.1.6 are based on information provided in AGFD, 2001b 
(http://www.azgfd.gov/w_c/edits/documents/Thameqme.fi_001.pdf), 
which describes factors that have or could contribute to the decline of 
the species over its entire range.  As noted in section 4.7.1.6, this species 
ranges from southeastern and southwestern New Mexico south into 
southwest Mexico to Oaxaca.  As described under the Proposed Critical 
Habitat heading under section 4.7.1.6, suitable habitat of the northern 
Mexican gartersnake consists of both aquatic and terrestrial elements.  In 
the FWS Designation of Critical Habitat for the Northern Mexican 
Gartersnake and Narrow-Headed Gartersnake (78 FR 41550) 
(http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/arizona/Documents/SpeciesDocs/N-
H_Gartersnake/2GSnakes_pCH_(78%20FR%2041550)_7-10-13.pdf), 
the FWS cites “excessive sedimentation from livestock overgrazing….” 
as an activity that could contribute to sediment deposition within the 
stream channel or pond that is habitat for the northern Mexican 
gartersnake.  The FWS service also cites livestock grazing that results in 
waters heavily polluted by feces as an action that could alter water 
chemistry beyond the tolerance limits of a gartersnake prey base.  
However, the FERC and FWS also acknowledge that the creation of 
tanks for the purposes of livestock grazing has also served to provide 
additional potentially suitable aquatic habitat for this species and its 
prey.  Section 4.7.1.6 has been updated with the additional information 
from the FWS and to clarify that the threats described for this species 
apply to its entire range and to clarify impacts from current livestock 
grazing practices. 
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PM1-31 The route variation identified in section 3.6 was presented as part of Sierrita’s 

Resource Report 10 (see Report section 10.6.2 and figure 10-10).  The EIS 
describes the impacts associated with a pipeline route on this property owner’s 
land.  Section 3.6 has been updated to reflect the fact that the landowner is not 
in favor of either the proposed route or the route variation; however, they did 
indicate a preference for a route that does not cross their land.  
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PM1-32 Section 3.5 has been updated to include further discussion of alternative U.S.-
Mexico crossing locations.   
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PM1-33 Comment noted.  However, the FERC would like to clarify the ongoing work 

that is occurring on the Ruby Pipeline Project.  Ruby Pipeline has been filing 
its required quarterly construction status report to the FERC.  The most recent 
was submitted on January 9, 2014, and is available for public review on the 
FERC eLibrary (https://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/elibrary.asp) under Docket 
No. CP09-54-000.  Table 2 of this quarterly report identifies the access roads 
where weed control actions were performed or will be further addressed based 
on ongoing monitoring efforts. 

FERC cannot comment on restoration methods on rights-of-way that are 
outside of its jurisdiction.  Furthermore, FERC is the lead federal agency that 
would oversee construction and restoration of this Project.  If FERC 
determines that restoration is not proceeding satisfactorily, or is contacted by a 
landowner or land managing agency personnel with complaints regarding 
restoration, FERC would investigate and suggest possible remediation steps.  
Sierrita would be legally required to comply with any Project requirements as 
agreed to or conditions as included as a part of any Order issuing Certificate.  
If a company does not meet the conditions or regulations that apply to the 
Project, FERC has authority to refer the matter to its Office of Enforcement. 

  



PM1 – Public Meeting in Three Points, Arizona (cont’d) 

Public Meeting Comments 

Z
-31 

 

  



PM1 – Public Meeting in Three Points, Arizona (cont’d) 

Public Meeting Comments 

Z
-32 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM1-34 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-9, and PM1-10.  We also note that 
Sierrita is a subsidiary of Kinder Morgan Operating L.P., whereas IENova is 
an affiliate of Sempra Energy.  Kinder Morgan and Sempra Energy are not the 
same company.  For further clarification, Sempra Energy will own and operate 
the Sásabe-Guaymas Pipeline in Mexico.  MGI Supply, Ltd. is the customer in 
Mexico that will transport natural gas from the U.S.-Mexico border to the 
Sásabe-Guaymas Pipeline.  MGI Supply, Ltd. will sell this gas to the CFE, 
who will rely on the gas supplies to fuel electric generation facilities.   

PM1-35 As discussed in section 1.2.1, authorization under section 3 of the NGA is 
necessary for the siting, construction, connection, operation, and maintenance 
of facilities to import or export natural gas.  In addition, pursuant to Executive 
Order 10485, dated September 3, 1953 (18 FR 5397 [1953]), as amended by 
Executive Order 12038, dated February 3, 1978 (43 FR 4957 [1978]), a 
Presidential Permit also must be obtained for the portion of an import or export 
facility crossing one of the U.S. international borders.  In Delegation Order 
No. 00-004.00A, effective May 16, 2006, the Secretary of the DOE renewed 
the delegation of authority to the Commission to grant or deny authorization 
under section 3 of the NGA and, if applicable, a Presidential Permit for the 
siting, construction, connection, operation, and maintenance of natural gas 
import and export facilities.  The Commission has no authority to approve or 
disapprove applications to import or export the natural gas commodity itself.  
The Secretary of Energy has delegated such authority to the DOE’s Assistant 
Secretary for Fossil Energy.   
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PM1-36 Section 4.15 addresses transboundary effects of the Project on Mexico.  The 
FERC has no regulatory authority in Mexico and, therefore, cannot control 
what mitigation measures the Mexican facilities would or would not adopt.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM1-37 The commenter’s statement regarding the timing of draft EIS comment 
meeting is noted.  As FERC staff clarified at the comment meeting and also 
noted in the Notice of Availability for the draft EIS, comments do not need to 
be made both in writing and verbally.  The comment meetings offer a forum to 
verbally state comments; formal comment meetings are not a prerequisite for 
submitting comments but are an additional method of comment submittal that 
FERC typically uses for larger projects.  Comment meetings held later in the 
comment period give the stakeholder the appropriate time to read the 
document to formulate comments and understand the materials presented 
within the draft EIS.  A draft EIS comment meeting should not be interpreted 
as an “introduction to the project” or a meeting to disseminate project design 
information about a proposal.   
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PM1-38 The FERC continued to accept comments on the draft EIS and any other 

materials placed into the record past the end date of the comment period and 
up until the point of publication of the final EIS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM1-39 The draft EIS comment meeting transcripts were made available on FERC’s 
eLibrary on January 8, 2014.  Also see responses to comments PM1-37 and 
PM1-38. 
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PM1-40 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-6, and PM1-9. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM1-41 The commenter’s statement regarding alternative routes and impact on 
environmentally sensitive areas is considered in our analysis of these 
alternatives.   

  



PM1 – Public Meeting in Three Points, Arizona (cont’d) 

Public Meeting Comments 

Z
-36 

 

 

 

 

 

PM1-42 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-6, and PM1-9.  We further note that 
providing natural gas to the City of Nogales is outside the scope of this Project 
and environmental analysis, and that it would not meet the Project objective; 
however, the FERC would evaluate such an application if and when one is put 
before it. 
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PM1-43 Section 4.9 has been updated to acknowledge the existence of smuggler’s to 
Mexico.  Detection and surveillance technology detects both southbound and 
northbound activity.  Based on consultations with the U.S. Border Patrol, it 
does not interdict southbound weapon and currency couriers, but these types of 
activities usually involve conveyances and occur at official ports of departures.  
The U.S. Border Patrol further clarified that if they do occur between the ports 
of departure, they usually occur in close proximity to densely populated areas.  

The FERC has no regulatory authority in Mexico and, therefore, cannot 
control how other nations respond to illegal activities. 
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PM1-44 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-6, PM1-9, and PM1-41. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM1-45 Table 4.10.7-2 has been added to the EIS to reflect census tract data.  

The statement in the EIS reflects the approximate distance between from the 
Project start point and Tucson, not the distance between Tucson and Three 
Points.   

Census data are unavailable for the Town of Sasabe.  However, section 4.10.1 
has been updated to reflect the noted population of Sasabe, Arizona.   

It is unclear how the commenter arrived at 67 percent of the population being 
Hispanic.  The information provided for Pima County includes the City of 
Tucson, Three Points, and Arivaca.   

Regarding environmental justice, section 4.10.7 provides our analysis 
consistent with FERC policy and regulations.   
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PM1-46 The commenter’s statement regarding permanent jobs is noted.   

 

 

 

 

PM1-47 Sierrita’s Reclamation Plan and Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring 
Document identify the procedures that would be used to restore the right-of-
way to pre-construction conditions.   

Sierrita would be required to submit weekly reports documenting its 
construction and restoration activities.  Further, a third-party compliance 
monitor under the direction of the FERC would be onsite daily during 
construction documenting Sierrita’s construction and restoration through about 
the time the pipeline would be placed into service.  FERC staff would 
periodically inspect the Project area during construction and restoration to 
ensure restoration occurs and, if any issues arise, that they are addressed.  The 
third-party monitors would also consult with FERC staff as needed during 
construction and restoration. 

Also see response to comment PM1-8. 

PM1-48 The commenter’s statement regarding distribution of taxes is noted.  Section 
4.10.6 has been updated to show anticipated numbers as reported by Pima 
County.  
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PM1-49 See response to comment PM1-7.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM1-50 As discussed in section 4.11.3, Sierrita’s Unanticipated Discovery Plan 
provides guidelines to be used in the event that previously undocumented 
cultural resources or human remains are discovered during the course of 
construction.  A copy of Sierrita’s Unanticipated Discovery Plan is available 
for public viewing on the FERC website at www.ferc.gov.  It was submitted on 
July 11, 2013, and is available for public review on the FERC eLibrary 
(https://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/elibrary.asp) under Docket No. CP13-73-
000.    
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PM1-51 As discussed in section 4.11.1, we require that all cultural resources 

information (including survey reports) that contains location, character, and 
ownership information be filed with the FERC as privileged and confidential, 
and that it not be released as public information.  This requirement is to protect 
sensitive cultural resources from being damaged or disturbed.  This 
documentation is sent to federally recognized Indian tribes for their review and 
comment.  The FERC is continuing its consultations regarding Project impacts 
on cultural resources.   

 

 

 

 

 
PM1-52 Text references to “police” have been changed to “law enforcement” in the 

final EIS. 

 

 

 

PM1-53 The commenter’s statement regarding eminent domain is noted.  
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PM1-54 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-9, and PM1-10. 

As stated in section 1.3 of the final EIS, the Commission can make a decision 
on the Project concurrently with the issuance of the final EIS.  The 
Commission has a 30-day rehearing period following issuance of a Certificate.  
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PM2-1 See response to comment PM1-4. 
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PM2-2 The commenter’s statement regarding the Altar Valley is noted.  Section 3 

addresses alternatives to the proposed Project. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PM2-3 Sierrita proposed a route in the Altar Valley in order to meet its objective of 

providing natural gas transportation services of up to 200,846 Dth/d to the 
U.S.-Mexico border near Sasabe, Arizona for a 25-year term starting on or 
about the end of September 2014.  The delivery location near Sasabe is part of 
the Project objective.   

Also see responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-6, and PM1-9. 
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PM2-4 The Project-related impacts on environment are discussed throughout the EIS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM2-5 The commenter’s statements regarding the Project proponent are noted.   
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PM2-6 See responses to comments PM2-3, PM1-4, PM1-6, and PM1-9. 

 

 
PM2-7 As discussed in sections 1.1.1 and 1.4, the U.S. and Mexico facilities are 

designed to provide natural gas to assist in meeting Mexico’s projected energy 
demands and to promote Mexico’s wide-scale initiative to transition from 
heavy fuel-oil- to natural-gas-fired electric generation.  In Mexico, the planned 
Sásabe-Guaymas Pipeline would continue for approximately 338 miles to the 
Towns of Puerto Libertad and Guaymas in the State of Sonora.  Currently, 
Mexico’s electric generation facilities in northwestern Mexico are fuel oil 
thermal generation plants.  The CFE is proposing to convert or replace fuel oil 
thermal generation plants into natural gas-fired combined-cycle generation 
plants. 

PM2-8 See responses to comments PM2-3, PM1-4, PM1-6, and PM1-9. 

 
PM2-9 Stakeholder comments received throughout the FERC pre-filing process (and 

after), at public meetings, and throughout the draft EIS comment period (and 
after) have been considered in the development of the EIS.   
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PM2-10 The commenter’s statement regarding the Project name is noted.   

 

 
PM2-11 The commenter’s statement regarding the timing of the meeting is noted.  All 

comment periods were held according to regulations and guidance.  FERC 
continued to accept comments and any other materials placed into the record 
past the defined comment periods.  

Also see response to comment PM1-37.   

PM2-12 The commenter’s statements regarding the U.S. Border Patrol and government 
sequester are noted.  Sections 1.2.2.4 and 4.9.1 address the U.S. Border Patrol 
and border security.   
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PM2-13 Section 4.10.3 discusses the Pima County Sheriff Department’s estimate of the 
costs associated with potential increased enforcement controls and incident 
investigations resulting from the illegal immigration activities associated with 
the Project, and has been updated to reflect more recent data from Pima 
County. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM2-14 Sections 4.8.4 and 4.10.6 address potential Project-related impacts on 
recreation and special interest areas and ecotourism, respectively.   

 

 
PM2-15 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-9, and PM1-41.   
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PM2-16 The commenter’s statement regarding modifications to the route is noted.  We 
have not been made aware of any official route modifications identified during 
conversations between Pima County and Sierrita. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM2-17 The commenter’s opposition to the Project is noted.  Section 4.10.6 addresses 
the socioeconomic impacts associated with the Project, including certain 
benefits. 
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PM2-18 The commenter’s statement regarding support of the Project is noted.   
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PM2-19 The commenter’s statement regarding the Project creating jobs and supporting 

career opportunities is noted.  Section 4.10.6 addresses the Project-related 
impacts on the economy and tax revenues. 
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PM2-20 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-6, and PM1-9. 

  



PM2 – Public Meeting in Sasabe, Arizona (cont’d) 

Public Meeting Comments 

Z
-69 

 

 

 

 

 
PM2-21 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-6, and PM1-9.   
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PM2-22 See response to comment PM1-4. 

The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other 
applicable requirements.  The EIS is consistent with FERC style, formatting, 
and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of pipeline projects.   
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PM2-23 See response to comment PM1-4.   

The commenter's preference for the No Action Alternative is noted. 

 

 
PM2-24 See responses to comments PM1-4 and PM2-3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PM2-25 See response to comment PM1-4. 
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PM2-26 Section 3.1 addresses the No Action Alternative, which also discusses that 
other pipeline companies could propose other projects to meet the identified 
need or similar needs.  Also see response to comment PM1-4. 
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PM2-27 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-6, and PM1-9.  The commenter’s 

statement regarding a supplemental draft EIS is noted. 
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PM2-28 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-6, and PM1-9.   
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PM2-29 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-6, and PM1-9.  The commenter’s 
statement regarding a supplemental draft EIS is noted. 
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PM2-30 See response to comment PM1-10. 

As discussed in section 1.2.2, the BANWR and CBP (along with the FWS-
AESO and AGFD) are participating as cooperating agencies in the preparation 
of the EIS because they have special expertise on environmental resources 
associated with the Project.   
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PM2-31 See response to comment PM1-7.   
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PM2-32 The commenter’s statement regarding Kinder Morgan becoming a partner in 
watershed improvement is noted. 
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PM2-33 Section 4.4.1 has been updated to include a discussion of the AVCA’s 
vegetation information.   

Also see response comment PM1-7.  
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PM2-34 The commenter’s recommendation to consult with specific resource specialists 

is noted.  It is at the applicant’s discretion to consult with local specialists.  
Sierrita is consulting with the NRCS and other state and local agencies 
regarding seeding and restoration. 

As discussed in section 4.8.2.3, Sierrita would secure easements to convey 
both temporary (for construction) and permanent (for operation) rights-of-way 
on private lands.  Landowners have the opportunity to request that site-specific 
factors and/or development plans for their property be considered during 
easement negotiations, and that specific measures be taken into account. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

PM2-35 The commenter’s recommendation to consult with specific resource specialists 
is noted. 
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PM2-36 The commenter’s recommendation to consult with specific resource specialists 

is noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM2-37 The commenter’s recommendation to consult with and employ persons with 
local knowledge and experiences is noted.   
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PM2-38 The commenter’s presented evidence of illegal immigration activity is noted.   
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PM2-39 Section 4.15 addresses transboundary effects of the Project on Mexico.  The 

FERC has no regulatory authority in Mexico and, therefore, cannot control the 
risk that Mexico, or any other business entity, takes on building a pipeline that 
could connect to a facility that may or may not be approved by the United 
States. 

 

 

 

PM2-40 Section 4.9.2 acknowledges the potential for additional trash in the Project 
area.  Section 4.9.2 describes the proposed measures Sierrita would install to 
deter unauthorized uses of the right-of-way.   

 

 

 

 

 
PM2-41 The commenter’s statement requesting the Commission to consider people’s 

livelihood and lands is noted.   

The FERC continued to accept comments on the draft EIS and any other 
materials placed into the record past the end date of the comment period and 
up to the point of publication of the final EIS. 
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PM2-42 See response to comment PM1-10.  Pima County’s opposition to the Project is 

noted.   

The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other 
applicable requirements.  The EIS is consistent with FERC style, formatting, 
and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of pipeline projects.  Measures to 
avoid, minimize, and mitigate Project-related impacts are discussed throughout 
section 4.0.  Additionally, section 5.2 summarizes the FERC staff’s 
recommended additional mitigation measures (in addition to those proposed by 
Sierrita) discussed in section 4.0. 

PM2-43 See responses to comments PM1-4 and 1-9. 

 
PM2-44 See response to comment PM1-10. 
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PM2-45 Sierrita’s aboveground facilities would be secured by fencing and regularly 
monitored via aerial patrols of the pipeline right-of-way.  The pipeline would 
be buried several feet underground and designed such that it cannot be easily 
damaged or disrupted.  Furthermore, the pipeline would be operational (i.e., 
actively transporting natural gas) and natural gas in the pipeline would be 
transported at a pressure of 1,440 pounds per square inch gauge.   

Section 2.6 addresses Sierrita’s operation and maintenance procedures, 
including monitoring of the pipeline right-of-way.  As discussed in section 
4.8.1.2, Sierrita would install aboveground facilities within a fenced area.   
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PM2-46 Section 4.5.1 addresses wildlife in the Project area. 

 

 

 

 

 

PM2-47 Section 4.4.1 addresses vegetation in the Project area. 

 

 

 
 

PM2-48 Section 4.1 addresses the geology of the Project area, including mineral 
resources, geologic hazards, and paleontology.   
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PM2-49 The commenter’s statement regarding a supplemental draft EIS is noted.   
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FA1-1 As discussed in section 4.13.1, the Project facilities would be constructed and 

operated in accordance with DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 
CFR 192.  The DOT regulations specify material selection and qualification; 
minimum design requirements; and protection from internal, external, and 
atmospheric corrosion.   

FA1-2 Based on information from Sierrita, blasting would occur outside the 
Roosevelt Reservation and, therefore, the reservation would not be affected by 
the blasting.  Sierrita would employ monitors to inspect border monuments 
after blasting has occurred. 

FA1-3 Sierrita would use the bore crossing method to install the pipeline at the U.S.-
Mexico border, which is described in section 2.3.2.3.  Based on information 
provided by Sierrita, bedrock conditions requiring the use of blasting are not 
anticipated under the immediate International Border crossing.   
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FA1-4 As listed in table 2.2.2-1, the Sasabe Delivery Meter Station site would occupy 
a 400-foot by 400-foot area, affecting 4.4 acres during construction and 
operation.  The meter station site is also shown on the appendix B route maps.   

The exact layout of the meter station facilities is considered Critical Energy 
Infrastructure Information and, therefore, was not included in the EIS.  Sierrita 
would apply for all necessary federal, state, and local permits prior to 
construction.  FERC staff expects that information necessary by the IBWC to 
process Sierrita’s permit application (and that is in addition to that described in 
the EIS), such as an exact facility location within a proposed construction and 
operation footprint, would be requested of Sierrita by the permitting agency 
during the permitting process.   

FA1-5 The Sasabe Delivery Meter Station would not be within the 60-foot-wide 
Roosevelt Easement.   

FA1-6 As discussed in section 4.1.3.2, blasting may be required near the U.S.-Mexico 
border; however, Sierrita intends to install the pipeline under the International 
Border using the bore crossing method.  If blasting does occur, regardless of 
location, Sierrita would comply with all federal and state regulations 
governing the use of explosives and fugitive dust control measures.  
Precautionary measures that Sierrita would adhere to at blasting locations are 
described in its Blast Plan. 

We are not aware of any requirements to contact a neighboring country of 
blasting activities in proximity to an International Border.  Sierrita would 
notify the appropriate landowners and land-managing agencies in accordance 
with its Blast Plan. 

FA1-7 Based on information from Sierrita, blasting is not anticipated within 
proximity to the International Border.  However, Sierrita committed to 
notifying the IBWC at least 2 weeks in advance of any blasting within the 
border limits. 

FA1-8 Based on information from Sierrita, a preliminary crossing plan, which 
included a crossing diagram, was submitted to the IBWC on September 20, 
2013.  Also, Sierrita filed alignment sheets with the FERC showing the Project 
facilities most recently in December 2013.   

Sierrita would apply for all necessary federal, state, and local permits prior to 
construction.  FERC staff expects that information necessary by the IBWC to 
process Sierrita’s permit application (and that is in addition to that described in 
the EIS), such as a diagram of the proposed boring layout, would be requested 
of Sierrita by the permitting agency during the permitting process.   

Sierrita noted that a final crossing plan (including the requested crossing 
diagram and engineering plans) would be submitted to the IBWC for approval 
prior to construction. 
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FA2-1 See the responses to comments FA2-2 through FA2-5 for responses to the 

EPA’s specific comments on the draft EIS.   
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FA2-2 Although the Project would not affect wetlands, Sierrita would still need to 
obtain a permit or authorization under section 404 of the CWA for temporary 
impacts on jurisdictional ephemeral waterbodies (dry washes) based on the 
COE jurisdictional determination.  Section 4.3.2.6 of the final EIS 
acknowledges that Sierrita would need to obtain a section 404 permit and 
comply with any conditions imposed by the COE associated with these 
authorizations.  Sierrita filed a preliminary jurisdictional determination with 
the COE on September 30, 2013 and anticipates a section 404 permit from the 
COE in April 2014.   

 

 
 

FA2-3 Section 4.3.2.6 has been updated to discuss Sierrita’s evaluation of crossing 
dry washes and associated riparian areas using the HDD method to reduce 
environmental impacts.  Section 4.3.2.6 has also been updated to describe 
Sierrita’s Scour and Lateral Bank Migration Analysis completed in 
coordination with the Pima County RFCD.  Sierrita committed to continuing 
consultations with the Pima County RFCD to finalize appropriate mitigation 
measures related to wash crossings and riparian habitat.   
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FA2-4 The EPA’s comments regarding measures to reduce emissions of criteria air 
pollutants and hazardous air pollutants are noted.  Sierrita would be required to 
limit its construction footprint to that authorized by the FERC’s Order, if 
approved.  Sierrita would also apply for all necessary federal, state, and local 
permits prior to construction, including applicable road use permits.  Specific 
to air quality, Pima County has its own air pollution control program and 
operates pursuant to an agreement with the ADEQ.  Sierrita would be required 
to comply with any permit conditions or additional mitigation measures 
provided in the agency permit, to the extent that non-federal permits do not un 
reasonably delay or conflict with or prevent implementation of federal 
requirements/authorizations. 

Sierrita’s Fugitive Dust Control Plan (see appendix J of the final EIS) states 
that Sierrita would monitor the Project area for fugitive dust generated during 
construction, and lists mitigation measures to abate any visible fugitive dust. 

FA2-5 FERC cannot estimate exactly where the natural gas volumes would come 
from due to the interconnected nature of interstate natural gas transmission, 
and how much, if any, would be new production “attributable” to the Project.  
Sources that could produce gas that might ultimately flow to this Project might 
be developed in any part of the United States.  Therefore, it is impossible and 
speculative to calculate any GHG emissions or impacts associated with 
production of the natural gas which would eventually flow through the Project.  
Section 4.12.1.3 discuses GHGs associated with construction.  Section 4.12.1.4 
has been updated to discuss estimated GHG emissions from operation of the 
Project. 

Section 4.14.14 has been expanded to include additional discussion related to 
climate change.  
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FA3-1 Based on clarification from Sierrita, the Project would be constructed during a 
4- to 5-month period.  Sierrita’s proposed in-service date has not changed.   
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FA3-2 See response to comment PM1-17.  Section 4.8.2.1 addresses potential direct 
and indirect impacts on the BANWR. 

Sierrita would continue annual monitoring until the FERC and/or the BANWR 
determines that the restoration and revegetation goals have been achieved (i.e., 
that a plant cover has been established similar to that of the areas adjacent to 
the Project right-of-way that were not disturbed by Project construction).  In 
addition, Sierrita would complete restoration activities and monitoring as 
specified in its easement agreements with the individual landowner or land-
managing agency.  If it is determined that restoration and revegetation is not 
successful, Sierrita would meet with the FERC and other appropriate agencies 
to identify and evaluate problem areas to determine the reason for the lack of 
success.  In other words, the BANWR would have the authority to determine 
the success of restoration of access roads within refuge boundaries and any 
disturbance related to those access roads.   

Furthermore, the FERC would continue its oversight of the Project area after 
construction by conducting its own compliance inspections.  The FERC would 
require Sierrita to continue its revegetation efforts until the FERC determines 
that restoration is successful, which, as noted throughout the EIS, may take 
decades.  

The DOI’s comment regarding using contractors with southwest desert 
landscapes for Sierrita’s consideration is noted.   

FA3-3 Section 6.0 of Sierrita’s revised Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring 
Document includes details on Sierrita’s proposed adaptive management 
approach.  Sierrita committed to adopting an adaptive management strategy to 
achieve successful revegetation based on the performance criteria outlined in 
the Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document.   

FA3-4 Section 6.0 of the Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document 
establishes the performance criteria and metrics that Sierrita would adhere to 
during monitoring to determine revegetation success.  Sierrita would continue 
annual monitoring until the FERC and/or the BANWR determines that the 
restoration and revegetation goals have been achieved.  In addition, Sierrita 
would complete restoration activities and monitoring as specified in its 
easement agreements with the individual landowner or land-managing agency.   

As committed to in section 7.0 of its Reclamation Plan, Sierrita would monitor 
the Project for erosion and stabilization issues on a monthly schedule 
following construction.  Sierrita would conduct inspections of the right-of-way 
both from the air and during general pipeline maintenance on the ground over 
the lifetime of the Project.  If there are erosion and stabilization issues that are 
noted and require attention, Sierrita’s Operations and Land Department would 
coordinate with the landowner or land-managing agency to address site-
specific issues.  Further, if an issue or concern is identified by a landowner or 
land-managing agency, Sierrita can be contacted directly at 1-877-598-5263. 
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FA3-4 
(cont’d) 

Furthermore, the FERC would continue its oversight of the Project area after 
construction by conducting its own compliance inspections.  The FERC would 
require Sierrita to continue its revegetation efforts until the FERC determines 
that restoration is successful, which, as noted throughout the EIS, may take 
decades to occur.  

FA3-5 Sierrita would also restore the contours of the Project area, including dry 
washes, following construction to prevent the creation of new drainage 
patterns.   

Section 4.8.1.1 notes that boring might serve as an alternative construction 
method at certain features; however, the method requires ATWS beyond the 
construction right-of-way, which would increase the overall area disturbed by 
the Project.  Also, section 4.3.2.6 has been updated to include a discussion of 
Sierrita’s evaluation of crossing dry washes and riparian habitat using the 
HDD method.   

Also see response to comment PM1-21.   

FA3-6 Section 4.4.8 and Sierrita’s Noxious Weed Control Plan includes a detailed 
discussion of how noxious weeds would be controlled during construction 
activities and during reclamation.  Also, section 6.0 of the Post-Construction 
Vegetation Monitoring Document includes a discussion of the performance 
criteria related to noxious weeds.  We note that additional protections on 
federally managed lands could be required by the BANWR.   
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FA3-7 Section 4.4.8.2 (Fire Regimes) addresses fire prevention management 
proposed by Sierrita. 

 

 

FA3-8 See response to comment PM1-4. 

 

 

 

FA3-9 The alternative discussion in section 3.5 has been updated to discuss the 
potential for presence of threatened and endangered species.   

 

 

 

 

 

FA3-10 Section 4.14 has been updated to include the additional cumulative impacts 
identified by the DOI’s comment. 
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FA3-11 It is our understanding that monsoons do not occur every day or throughout the 
day.  Rainfall amounts average less than 17 inches annually in the Project area, 
with rain typically occurring in short durations of high intensity that may result 
in runoff/flash flooding.   

It is noted that equipment may become stuck if constructing in saturated soils.  
Section 6.0 of Sierrita’s Noxious Weed Control Plan describes how equipment 
would be cleaned prior to and during work along the right-of-way to avoid the 
spread of noxious weeds.  

Also see response to comment PM1-22. 

FA3-12 Section 4.8.2.1 addresses potential indirect impacts on the BANWR from the 
Project. 

FA3-13 The Executive Summary (Land Use and Visual Resources) has been updated 
to clarify that the pipeline route “is generally parallel to and within about 250 
feet of” existing rights-of-way.  

FA3-14 Table 1.5-1 has been updated accordingly. 

FA3-15 Based on clarification from Sierrita, Sierrita agreed to eliminate access road 
26A from the Project.  The applicable sections and tables of the EIS have been 
updated to reflect this change.   

FA3-16 The DOI’s comment regarding developing and implementing a 
communications plan in coordination with Sierrita on its Security Plan is 
noted.   

FA3-17 In response to our recommendations in the draft EIS, Sierrita revised its 
Reclamation Plan and Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document to 
clarify seeding mixtures, rates, and time periods based on the seeding method 
it would adopt at various locations along the route.     

Sierrita would not apply mulch, matting, or other protection measures 
following aerial seeding due to the inaccessibility of the right-of-way 
following roughening techniques.  Aerial seed rates would be doubled and 
applied by helicopter at a height of 10 to 20 feet above the roughened right-of-
way.  In addition, approximately 75 percent of the hydro axed vegetation 
would be blended into the topsoil and would serve as a functional mulch to 
reduce wind and water erosion potential, thereby minimizing seed loss.  
Furthermore, if it is determined after two growing season that portions of the 
right-of-way that were aerially seeded were not trending toward success, 
Sierrita would implement adaptive management strategies as outlined in its 
Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document. 

FA3-18 The DOI’s comment regarding the aerial seeding is noted.  Also see response 
to comment FA3-17. 
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FA3-19 Based on clarification from Sierrita, the Project would be constructed during a 
4- to 5-month period.  Sierrita’s changed construction schedule would not 
affect the number of construction spreads, construction personnel, or other 
construction-related impacts such as equipment vehicles along Highway 286.    

FA3-20 See response to comment PM1-4. 
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FA3-21 Section 3.5.1 has been updated to reflect that the BANWR was established 
under the authority of the ESA and is managed for endangered species as well 
as semi-desert grassland restoration. 

FA3-22 See responses to comments PM1-22, FA3-6, and FA3-11.   

FA3-23 See responses to comments PM1-22, FA3-6, and FA3-11.   

FA3-24 We agree that Sierrita should include the BANWR in discussions of spills.  
Sierrita would implement the preventative measures identified in its SPCC 
Plan for the Project (see appendix O of the final EIS) to adequately minimize 
the potential for and consequences of a spill during construction of the Project.  
If a spill were to occur, Sierrita would be required to implement the clean-up 
measures identified in its SPCC Plan.   

FA3-25 The DOI’s recommendation regarding the Project schedule is noted.   

FA3-26 Section 4.4.2 has been updated to clarify under what authority the BANWR 
was established and notes the DOI’s comment regarding conflict with the 
BANWR’s CCP.  Section 4.4.8 describes potential indirect impacts of the 
Project on the BANWR.  Section 4.8.2.1 addresses potential indirect impacts 
on the BANWR and notes the DOI’s comment regarding conflict with the 
BANWR CCP. 

FA3-27 The referenced information indicates that seed dispersal is facilitated for both 
native and non-native species; however, the FERC acknowledges that non-
native species are also spread via the use of access roads, as discussed in 
section 4.4.5. 

FA3-28 Section 4.4.6 has been updated to note the general schedule of prescribed 
burns.  As stated in section 4.4.8.2 (Fire Regimes), prior to construction, 
Sierrita’s land management and operations staff would coordinate with local 
land-managing agencies and landowners to discuss the schedule and 
procedures for prescribed fires in the vicinity or across the Project area.  

FA3-29 The potential for indirect impacts from wildlife collisions with vehicles on 
wildlife is acknowledged.   

Also see response to comment PM1-24.   
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FA3-30 Sections 4.5.5 and 4.5.6 have been updated to note the DOI’s comments 
regarding impacts on small game species. 

 

FA3-31 The DOI’s comment regarding the construction period in GMU 36C is noted.  
Table 4.5.4-1 lists the associated hunting season. 

 

 

FA3-32 Section 4.7.1.4 has been updated to state that the biological monitors will 
notify the BANWR staff for positive identification of suspected bobwhite quail 
should observations be made during construction on access roads within the 
BANWR and within bobwhite quail suitable habitat between MPs 35 and 59.   

FA3-33 Section 4.7.1.7 has been updated to note the habitat of the Sonoran desert 
tortoise.  

FA3-34 Table 4.7.2-1 has been updated to note the presence of crested caracaras.  In 
section 4.5.7 Sierrita committed to conducting pre-construction surveys to 
document local occurrences of nesting birds, including raptors. 

FA3-35 Section 4.8.1.4 has been updated to clarify the number of roads.   

FA3-36 Based on clarification from Sierrita, it would not permanently modify or 
maintain roads on the BANWR.  However, it would use existing roads to 
access the permanent right-of-way as needed.   

FA3-37 Section 4.8.2.1 has been updated to note that for some refuge roads, Pima 
County holds a right-of-way that was established prior to the creation of the 
BANWR.   

FA3-38 As stated in section 4.10.4, Sierrita would coordinate with state and local 
departments of transportation and land-managing agencies to obtain the 
required permits to operate trucks on public roads.  If damages occur as a 
direct result of Project-related activities, Sierrita would repair them as 
appropriate and in accordance with the applicable permit or requirements.   

FA3-39 Based on clarification from Sierrita, the Project would be constructed during a 
4- to 5-month period.  Sierrita’s changed construction schedule would not 
affect the number of construction spreads, construction personnel, or other 
construction-related impacts such as equipment vehicles along Highway 286.    
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FA3-40 Section 4.10.4 has been updated to clarify the number of visitors to the 
BANWR.   

 
FA3-41 Sections 4.8.2.1 and 4.10.6 have been updated to acknowledge the DOI’s 

comments regarding the impacts from undocumented immigrants.   

 

FA3-42 Section 4.14.10 has been updated to include the DOI’s concerns regarding 
border issues.   

FA3-43 We agree that the Project would result in cumulative impacts on resources.  
The referenced paragraph provides a summary of the discussion regarding the 
environmental setting.  Sections 4.14.1 through 4.14.14 address cumulative 
impacts of the Project when combined with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects and actions by resource; section 4.14.15 provides 
conclusions regarding the cumulative impacts of the Project.   

FA3-44 Section 4.14.6 has been updated accordingly.   

FA3-45 Section 4.14.8 has been updated accordingly.   

 

FA3-46 The DOI’s comment regarding cultural sites near and adjacent to refuge roads 
is noted.  As discussed in section 4.11.1, Sierrita would avoid impacts on 
cultural resources that are eligible for listing on the NRHP with the use of 
fencing, monitoring during construction, and limiting certain improvements at 
the roads (e.g., no road widening, no grading). 

 
FA3-47 The long-term impacts on climate change would result from the emissions 

associated with the end use (electric generation facilities).  These would be 
experienced in Mexico and are subject to that country’s rules and regulations.  
Section 4.12.1.4 and 4.14.14 have been updated to address operational GHG 
emissions and cumulative effects on GHG.  

FA3-48 As described in section 4.5.7, Sierrita consulted with the FWS-AESO with 
regards to impacts on migratory birds and migratory bird habitat involving 
raptors and raptor nesting activity.  Sierrita developed and committed to 
mitigation measures to address these impacts in coordination with the FWS-
AESO; therefore, the FERC has met the obligations of the FERC and FWS’ 
MOU regarding the implementation of Executive Order 13186.  
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NAT1-1 Comment noted.   
 

NAT1-2 Comment noted. 
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NAT2-1 Comment noted.   
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NAT3-1 The Nation’s request to extend the draft EIS comment period by 60 days so 

that it could obtain information about the Sasabe-Guaymas Pipeline in Mexico 
is noted.  The request is related to information and decisions outside the 
Commission’s jurisdiction (i.e., project in Mexico). 

Also see response to comment PM1-37. 
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NAT4-1 Sections 1.1.1 and 1.1.2 have been updated to provide additional information 
regarding the Project’s purpose and need.   

NAT4-2 See response to comment PM1-6. 

NAT4-3 The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other 
applicable requirements.  The EIS includes sufficient detail to enable the 
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed Project and 
addresses a reasonable range of alternatives.  The EIS is consistent with FERC 
style, formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and 
different types of impacts, including cumulative impacts.  Duration and 
significance of impacts are discussed throughout the various EIS resource 
sections.  The EIS is comprehensive and thorough in its identification and 
evaluation of feasible mitigation measures to reduce those effects whenever 
possible.  Sierrita’s construction and restoration plans contain numerous 
mitigation measures to avoid or reduce Project-related impacts and promote 
revegetation and restoration of the Project area following construction.   

NAT4-4 The Nation’s request to re-issue the draft EIS is noted.  

NAT4-5 The FERC is aware of a number of concerns that the Tohono O’odham Nation 
has regarding the Project.  Discussions of cultural resources, the Baboquivari 
Peak, BANWR, unauthorized right-of-way use, and the Altar Valley in general 
are included in sections 4.11, 4.8.5.1, 4.8.2.1, 4.9.2, and throughout the entire 
EIS.  The FERC is in ongoing consultations with the Tohono O’odham Nation. 
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NAT4-6 See responses to comments PM1-4 and NAT4-1. 

 

 

 

 

 
NAT4-7 The No Action Alternative was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ 

guidelines, and other applicable requirements and is consistent with FERC 
style, formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives.  
Furthermore, the analysis in the draft EIS contains sufficient information to 
allow the FERC staff to conclude that the No Action Alternative would not 
meet the Project’s objective to transport 200,846 Dth/d of natural gas to the 
U.S.-Mexico border near Sasabe, Arizona for a 25-year term. 

 

NAT4-8 See responses to comments PM1-4 and NAT4-1. 
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NAT4-9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See responses to comments PM1-10 and PM1-22. 

NAT4-10 See responses to comments PM1-3 and NAT4-3.   
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NAT4-11 All survey reports and associated documentation that has been filed with the 

Commission has been forwarded to the Tohono O’odham Nation for review.  
Sierrita is conducting a cultural landscape study for the Project and has 
included suggestions from the Tohono O’odham Nation Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer in the development of the study.  Tribal comments on 
cultural resources survey reports and our determinations or concerns with other 
resources may be submitted directly to the FERC or Sierrita. 

NAT4-12 As discussed in section 4.11.4, all evaluation reports and treatment plans are 
required to be filed before Sierrita may begin construction.   

NAT4-13 See response to comment PM1-35. 

The FERC has no authority to require Sierrita to submit information on a 
project that it is not constructing, nor can the FERC require a foreign business 
entity to do so when the entity is acting outside of the boundaries of the United 
States.   

NAT4-14 The error regarding the cross-reference in section 4.8.5 has been corrected to 
refer to section 4.11.2.  Section 4.11.2 has been updated to include a discussion 
of Sierrita’s commitment to complete a cultural landscape study, which is 
currently being prepared.  Sierrita included suggestions from the Tohono 
O’odham Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Officer in the development of 
the study.  Section 4.11.2 has been updated to include a discussion of 
Baboquivari Peak. 
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NAT4-15 We appreciate the Tohono O’odham Nation providing information regarding 

some of the plants that are utilized in past and current cultural activities.  
Sections 4.4.7 and 4.11.2 have been updated to address potential impacts on 
these botanical resources.  In addition, Sierrita is conducting a cultural 
landscape study for the Project and has included the suggestions of the Tohono 
O’odham Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Officer in the development of 
the study.  Further, the FERC is continuing its consultations with federally 
recognized Indian tribes. 

 

 

 

 

 
NAT4-16 See the response to comment NAT4-11.  The 12 sites determined not eligible 

for listing in the NRHP were studied and the analysis demonstrated that none 
met the evaluation criteria of an historic property. 

 

 

 

 

 
NAT4-17 Section 4.9.2 has been updated to acknowledge potential indirect impacts on 

cultural resources resulting from unauthorized right-of-way use.  Section 
4.14.11 addresses cumulative impacts on cultural resources in the Project area.  
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NAT4-18 The statistics presented in tables 4.10.7-1 and 4.10.7-1 include all population 

types, ethnicities, and economic affiliation associated with Pima County, 
which encompasses the Nation.  Regarding environmental justice, section 
4.10.7 provides our analysis consistent with FERC policy and regulations.   

Also see response to comment PM1-6.   

NAT4-19 Our efforts to identify cultural resources and our ongoing consultations with 
federally recognized Indian tribes as part of NEPA and the section 106 process 
are consistent with the U.N. Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. 
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NAT4-20 As discussed in section 4.7.1.1, we acknowledge that the primary threats to 
jaguars are habitat loss and degradation and illegal take.  Further, section 4.5.2 
addresses Project-related impacts from construction, including fragmentation, 
which is more specifically discussed in section 4.5.2.1.   

 

 

 

NAT4-21 Section 4.9.1 addresses unauthorized right-of-way use.  The conclusion 
presented in section 4.14.10 is based on the fact that:  

1) Sierrita committed to maintaining lines of communication with the U.S. 
Border Patrol and other local law enforcement agencies throughout the 
construction and operational phases of the Project to identify 
countermeasures to ensure the safety and security of its personnel;  

2) Sierrita would develop a Security Plan in coordination with the U.S. 
Border Patrol and local law enforcement agencies; and  

3) Sierrita would implement a number of restoration and mitigation 
measures and techniques where the pipeline is not generally parallel to 
Highway 286 in consultation with area residents and U.S. Border Patrol 
to discourage both authorized and unauthorized foot and vehicle use of 
the right-of-way (see section 4.9.2).  Regardless of any Project-specific 
impact on illegal traffic, the U.S. Border Patrol has stated that it would 
adapt to the situation and plan against any detected activity resulting 
from the construction and operation of the Project.  The proposed 
Project would not result in additional impacts on existing deterrent 
programs and agency efforts to patrol and control illegal activities.   

NAT4-22 Section 4.9.2 has been updated to include a discussion of Sierrita’s proposed 
right-of-way deterrent methods in combination with its Project-specific Plan, 
Procedures, and Reclamation Plan.   

Also see responses to comments PM1-3 and PM1-17.   
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NAT4-23 The Nation’s request to re-issue the draft EIS is noted.   
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NAT5 – Tohono O’odham Nation 
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NAT5-1 Comment noted.  A discussion of the Presidential Permit process is provided 

in section 1.2.1. 

NAT5-2 See the response to comment NAT4-19.  The FERC has no regulatory 
authority in Mexico and, therefore, cannot control how other nations 
implement international agreements. 

NAT5-3 See the response to comment NAT4-13. 
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SA1 – Arizona State Senator John McComish 
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SA1-1 The Arizona State Senator’s comments in support of the Project are noted. 

 

 



STATE AGENCIES 
SA2 – Arizona State Senator Andy Biggs 

State Agency Comments 
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SA2-1 The Arizona State Senator’s comments in support of the Project are noted. 

 

 



STATE AGENCIES 
SA3 – Arizona State Senator Michele Reagan 

State Agency Comments 
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SA3-1 The Arizona State Senator’s comments in support of the Project are noted. 

 

 



STATE AGENCIES 
SA4 – Arizona State Representative Frank Pratt 

State Agency Comments 
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SA4-1 The Arizona State Representative’s comments in support of the Project are 

noted. 

 

 



STATE AGENCIES 
SA5 – Arizona State Representative Thomas Shope 

State Agency Comments 
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SA5-1 The Arizona State Representative’s comments in support of the Project are 
noted. 

 

 



STATE AGENCIES 
SA6 – Arizona Game and Fish Department 

State Agency Comments 
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SA6-1 The AGFD’s comments regarding A.R.S. Title 17-211, Subsection D are noted 

and Sierrita has initiated discussions with ASLD regarding compensation, 
including permanent impacts associated with aboveground facilities.   

Also see response to comment PM1-17. 

 

  



SA6 – Arizona Game and Fish Department (cont’d) 

State Agency Comments 
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SA6-2 Sierrita committed to consulting with the NRCS on the composition of seed 
mixes and use of locally collected seeds prior to construction.  We 
recommended in section 4.4.8.2 of the final EIS that prior to construction 
Sierrita file revised versions of its Reclamation Plan and Post-Construction 
Vegetation Monitoring Document that identifies Sierrita’s final seed mixes and 
rates developed in consultation with the NRCS and based on proposed seeding 
schedule(s). 

 

  



SA6 – Arizona Game and Fish Department (cont’d) 

State Agency Comments 
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SA6-3 Sierrita committed to consulting with the NRCS on the use of Ecological Site 
Descriptions (ESDs) in the planning of revegetation and monitoring activities 
prior to construction.  We recommended in section 4.4.8.2 of the final EIS that 
prior to construction Sierrita file versions of its Reclamation Plan and Post-
Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document that identifies updates to the 
number and location of monitoring plots based on consultations with the 
NRCS. 

SA6-4 Section 2.6.1.2 has been updated to clarify Sierrita’s planned right-of-way 
maintenance procedures.  The Project area is generally devoid of large woody 
trees that could have roots that could compromise the integrity of the pipeline.  
Sierrita does not anticipate that it would need to conduct vegetation mowing or 
clearing of the 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-way, including the 10-foot-
corridor centered over the pipeline.  Therefore, shrubs, cacti, and herbaceous 
vegetation would be allowed to be maintained within the right-of-way and, as 
such, would match surrounding vegetation once successfully re-established. 

SA6-5 Sierrita committed to consulting with the NRCS on the composition of seed 
mixes, including wildlife forage species, prior to construction.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
SA6-6 Sierrita committed to consulting with the NRCS on the composition of seed 

mixes, including annual and perennial species that represent both the spring 
and late summer/monsoon/fall growing seasons, prior to construction.   

 

  



SA6 – Arizona Game and Fish Department (cont’d) 

State Agency Comments 
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SA6-7 Sierrita has not committed to including nursery-grown container plants as part 

of reclamation; however, Sierrita intends to minimize impacts and replace 
some important plant species with nursery stock.  Sierrita would implement the 
specific measures outlined in section 5.0 its Post-Construction Vegetation 
Monitoring Document. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA6-8 As stated in Sierrita’s Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document, 
private landowners may request monitoring of revegetation success on their 
fee land.  In addition, Sierrita states in document, that “…Sierrita remains 
responsible for overall restoration of the right-of-way.  Should Sierrita 
personnel, agency personnel, or members of the public identify specific areas 
of concern not included in the monitoring program, Sierrita would assess the 
success of the restoration at such locations and take corrective action if agreed 
is necessary with ASLD or landowner.” 

SA6-9 Sierrita’s revised Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document states 
that monitoring would begin in the late summer following construction and 
after all seeding and transplanting efforts are complete, and would continue 
annually for at least 5 years.  Both seeding and transplanting efforts would be 
monitored in late summer to assess annual growth inclusive of both winter and 
monsoon growth.   

 

  



SA6 – Arizona Game and Fish Department (cont’d) 

State Agency Comments 

Z
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SA6-10 Sierrita committed to consulting with the NRCS regarding additional input on 

seed mix and seed mix types based on ESDs prior to construction.  The 
number of seed mix types would determine the location of monitoring plots 
(e.g., 20 upland monitoring plots with a specific number of random plots 
within each seed mix type area).  We recommended in the section 4.4.8.2 of 
final EIS that prior to construction Sierrita file revised versions of its 
Reclamation Plan and Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document 
that identifies Sierrita’s final seed mixes and rates developed in consultation 
with the NRCS and based on proposed seeding schedule(s), and associated 
updates to the number and location of monitoring plots.  

SA6-11 Sierrita would monitor transplanted saguaro cactus for at least 5 years 
following transplanting.  Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation 
Monitoring Document to include a number of “controls” outside the 
construction right-of-way, but within the 300-foot survey corridor.  Each 
“control” would be located in the vicinity of transplanted saguaro cacti.   

 

 

SA6-12 Sierrita would monitor the success of post-construction vegetation for at least 
5 years following the initial seeding and succulent transplanting.  Sierrita 
would continue to inspect and monitor portions of the right-of-way where 
adaptive management strategies have been implemented or in areas of concern.  
Sierrita would continue annual monitoring until the FERC and/or the BANWR 
determines that the restoration and revegetation goals have been achieved.  In 
addition, Sierrita would complete restoration activities and monitoring as 
specified in its easement agreements with the individual landowner or land-
managing agency.  If it is determined that restoration and revegetation are not 
successful, Sierrita would meet with the FERC and other appropriate agencies 
to identify and evaluate problem areas to determine the reason for the lack of 
success.  Adaptive measures may include reseeding or modification of seed 
mixes or restoration methods. 

SA6-13 Section 4.0 of the revised Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document 
states that “While this document establishes the monitoring processes that 
would be used to assess Project success with restoration, Sierrita remains 
responsible for overall restoration of the right-of-way.  Should Sierrita 
personnel, agency personnel, or members of the public identify specific areas 
of concern not included in the monitoring program, Sierrita would assess the 
success of the restoration at such locations and take corrective action if agreed 
is necessary with ASLD or landowner.” 

Furthermore, the FERC would continue its oversight of the Project area after 
construction by conducting its own compliance inspections.  The FERC would 
require Sierrita to continue its revegetation efforts until the FERC determines 
that restoration is successful and/or the right-of-way is stable. 

  



SA6 – Arizona Game and Fish Department (cont’d) 

State Agency Comments 

Z
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SA6-14 The AGFD’s comments regarding land ownership and justification for the 
monitoring plot sample size and plot location selection are noted.  Based on 
Sierrita’s consultation with NRCS regarding seed mix types based on ESDs, 
the number and location monitoring plots may be adjusted.   

Also see response to comment SA6-10. 

We agree that “Land ownership” is a typo that should be changed to “land 
use,” as discussed on page G-7.   

 

SA6-15 Sierrita clarified that it would use existing roads to travel to and from the 
permanent right-of-way following construction.  Sierrita would perform 
noxious weed control, vegetation monitoring, and general maintenance 
activities by pedestrian means.  Sierrita does not anticipate vehicle use along 
the permanent right-of-way for monitoring or general maintenance activities 
following final restoration and clean-up.  Section 4.4.9 has been updated to 
include this information.   

 

SA6-16 This provision of Sierrita’s Plan applies to soils imported for agricultural or 
residential use, which recognizes that landowners may request specific 
approaches to restoration on their residential and agricultural lands.  This 
provision would only apply to residential properties crossed in the northern 
portion of the Project and only if requested by the landowner.  (No agricultural 
lands are crossed by the Project.) 

 

 

SA6-17 Sierrita’s commitments to control and prevent the spread of noxious weeds as 
described in its Noxious Weed Control Plan apply to all Project areas, 
including rock/boulder areas. 

 

  



SA6 – Arizona Game and Fish Department (cont’d) 

State Agency Comments 
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SA6-18 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document to state 

that in areas where noxious weeds occur within the right-of-way, but not off 
the right-of-way, Sierrita would target areas for control when the weed cover 
exceeds 10 percent of the right-of-way.  The weed cover percentages would be 
based on a visual estimate centered on the weed population.   

 

 



STATE AGENCIES 
SA7 – Arizona State Representative Thomas Forese 

State Agency Comments 
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SA7-1 The Arizona State Representative’s comments in support of the Project are 

noted. 

 

  



SA7 – Arizona State Representative Thomas Forese (cont’d) 

State Agency Comments 
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STATE AGENCIES 
SA8 – Arizona State Representative Rick Gray 

State Agency Comments 
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SA8-1 The Arizona State Representative’s comments in support of the Project are 
noted. 

 

 



STATE AGENCIES 
SA9 – Arizona State Land Department 

State Agency Comments 
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SA9 – Arizona State Land Department (cont’d) 

State Agency Comments 

Z
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SA9 – Arizona State Land Department (cont’d) 

State Agency Comments 

Z
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SA9-1 The ASLD’s comment regarding benefits to the environmental resulting from 

remaining parcels between the right-of-way and existing constraints is noted.   

SA9-2 Tucson Electric Power Company and Trico Electric Cooperative, Inc. would 
be responsible for obtaining the appropriate permits and authorizations for 
construction and operation of the proposed power lines.   

SA9-3 Section 4.7.1.5 has been updated to note that Sierrita consulted with the FWS 
to develop an approach for transplanting and monitoring Pima pineapple cacti.  
Sierrita and the FWS determined that information regarding the Pima 
pineapple cacti transplanting protocols could be included in Sierrita’s 
Reclamation Plan and Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document in 
lieu of preparing a separate transplanting and monitoring plan, as 
recommended in the draft EIS.  Sierrita’s revised versions of these plans were 
filed with the FERC on December 16, 2013, and are included as appendice of 
the final EIS. 

Section 4.4.8.2 discusses Sierrita’s commitment to comply with the Arizona 
Native Plant Law, including working with the ASLD regarding salvaging and 
replanting of large cacti and agave on the right-of-way.  

SA9-4 Sierrita would consult with the landowner or land-managing agency, including 
the ASLD, prior to installing or maintaining measures to control unauthorized 
vehicular access to the right-of-way. 

SA9-5 The ASLD’s comment in support of adopting measures to avoid disturbance to 
state lands is noted.  Section 4.3.2.6 has been updated to include a discussion 
of Sierrita’s evaluation of crossing dry washes and riparian habitat using the 
HDD method to reduce environmental impacts.  This was determined to be 
impractical in most cases. 

SA9-6 In response to our recommendation in the draft EIS, Sierrita provided the 
locations of where an additional 20 feet of right-of-way width would be 
required.  Appendix D of the final EIS lists the locations by milepost, the land 
use(s) affected, the acreage affected, and additional comments (e.g., wildlife 
movement corridor).   

SA9-7 See response to comment SA9-4. 

SA9-8 Any Project-related ground disturbing activities outside approved areas would 
require FERC approval, with the exception of off right-of-way activities 
needed to comply with Sierrita’s Plan and Procedures (e.g., slope breakers, 
energy-dissipating devices, dewatering structures) that do not affect other 
landowners or sensitive environmental resource areas.  All construction or 
restoration activities outside of authorized areas are subject to all applicable 
survey and permit requirements, land-managing agency easement grants, and 
landowner easement agreements. 

SA9-9 See response to comment PM1-10.   

  



SA9 – Arizona State Land Department (cont’d) 

State Agency Comments 
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SA9-10 See response to comment SA9-4. 

SA9-11 See response to comment SA9-4. 

SA9-12 See response to comment SA9-4. 

SA9-13 Table 1.5-1 provides a list of the major permits, approvals, and consultations 
for the Project.  Sierrita would be responsible for applying for all permits and 
approvals required to construct and operate the Project, regardless of whether 
or not they appear in this table.   

SA9-14 Section 1.5 has been updated to correct this error.  Sierrita filed a preliminary 
jurisdictional determination with the COE on September 30, 2013, and is 
currently awaiting the results of the COE’s determination.  Sierrita anticipates 
receipt of COE authorization in April 2014.  Sierrita would be subject to the 
COE’s permit requirements, which may include measures above what is 
identified in Sierrita’s construction and restoration plans. 

SA9-15 The ASLD’s comment regarding a back-up MLV is noted.  Section 4.13.1 
addresses DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards and MLV placement.   

SA9-16 Should future repair of the pipeline, access, and workspace be necessary, 
Sierrita would identify the access and workspace requirements based on the 
repair activity required.  Sierrita’s Operations and Land Department would 
coordinate with the landowner or land-managing agency to address site-
specific issues.  Further, Sierrita would be required to follow existing or seek 
new appropriate regulatory approvals at that time, including any authorizations 
that might be required from the FERC or other agencies.  Future maintenance 
possibilities do not limit possible development outside of an existing right-of-
way.   

SA9-17 FERC does not disagree with Sierrita’s proposal to leave soil about the width 
of the trench and up to 1-foot high over the trench to compensate for settling; 
this is standard pipeline practice.  Ultimately, landowners or land-managing 
agencies would decide whether or not to require a crowned trench line.   

SA9-18 See response to comment SA9-16.   

We are not aware of any requirements to install pipe sleeves under washes.   

SA9-19 See response to comment SA9-18. 

SA9-20 Sierrita is required to comply with DOT standards regarding pipeline depths 
and separation from other utilities.  Furthermore, Sierrita would need to 
comply with conditions or specific mitigation measures provided in non-
federal agency permits, to the extent that such permits do not unreasonably 
delay, conflict with, or prevent implementation of federal requirements. 

  



SA9 – Arizona State Land Department (cont’d) 

State Agency Comments 
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SA9-21 The monthly aerial patrols referred to in these sections do not include taking 
aerial photographs, but rather are visual inspections of the pipeline right-of-
way.  Sierrita would conduct aerial and pedestrian surveys of the pipeline 
right-of-way throughout the life of the pipeline to identify issues such as 
scouring or potential pipe exposure.  

SA9-22 The ASLD’s comment regarding automatic shutdown versus manual/remote 
shutdown is outside the scope of this EIS.  Also see response to comment 
SA9-15. 

SA9-23 Information regarding Sierrita’s business dealings and consultations with 
IENova and/or MGI Supply, Ltd. is outside the scope of this EIS.   

SA9-24 As stated in section 4.1.1, Sierrita would alter topographic contours by grading 
aboveground facility sites to provide a safe level work surface.   

SA9-25 Sierrita developed the Scour and Lateral Bank Migration Analysis in 
coordination with the Pima County RFCD to determine burial depth and 
associated required right-of-way width and required ATWS at waterbody 
crossings.  The results of this analysis are described in section 4.3.2.6 of the 
final EIS.  Sierrita committed to continuing consultations with the Pima 
County RFCD to finalize appropriate mitigation measures related to wash 
crossings and riparian habitat.   

SA9-26 Section 4.8.1.1 has been updated to acknowledge the potential benefit of the 
pipeline right-of-way near existing infrastructure.  With the exception of 
indirect impacts, analysis of areas outside of the proposal put before FERC 
staff is outside of the scope of this EIS.   

SA9-27 The lifetime of a pipeline varies depending on site-specific conditions and 
pipeline material and technology at the time the pipe was installed.  A report 
prepared by the Interstate Natural Gas Association of America entitled “The 
Role of Pipeline Age in Pipeline Safety” addresses the time-dependent 
degradation of pipelines and is available online at http://www.ingaa.
org/File.aspx?id=19307.   

Also see response to comment SA9-16. 
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SA9-28 Sierrita would consult with the landowner or land-managing agency prior to 

installing or maintaining measures to control unauthorized vehicular access to 
the right-of-way to avoid impacts on livestock.  Sierrita would also work with 
the local landowners and land managers to design site-specific measures 
intended to limit the cattle movement to the right-of-way. 

As committed to in section 7.0 of its Reclamation Plan, Sierrita would monitor 
the Project for erosion and stabilization issues on a monthly schedule 
following construction.  Sierrita would conduct inspections of the right-of-way 
both from the air and during general pipeline maintenance on the ground  of 
the right-of-way, as required or necessary, over the lifetime of the Project.  If 
there are erosion and stabilization issues that are noted and require attention, 
Sierrita’s Operations and Land Department would coordinate with the 
landowner or land-managing agency to address site-specific issues.  Further, if 
an issue or concern is identified by a landowner or land-managing agency, 
Sierrita can be contacted directly at 1-877-598-5263. 

SA9-29 Sierrita’s original Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance 
Plan, also referred to as its Plan, was filed as part of its application with FERC 
(Resource Report 1) and has been filed several times subsequently.  The Plan 
was also included as appendix D of the draft EIS.  A revised version was filed 
on February 3, 2014 by Sierrita and is included as appendix E of the final EIS. 

SA9-30 Right-of-way imprinting is one measure Sierrita proposes to adopt to deter 
unauthorized use of the right-of-way following construction, as discussed in 
section 4.9.2. 

SA9-31 The Reclamation Plan and Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring 
Document are intended to be different documents with different goals; 
however, some mitigation measures may overlap between the two documents 
as well as other plans (e.g., Noxious Weed Control Plan).   

SA9-32 See response to comment SA6-12. 

SA9-33 The ASLD’s comment regarding the Noxious Weed Control Plan’s title is 
noted. 

SA9-34 Sierrita committed to managing non-native species and noxious weeds as 
classified by the ADA as prohibited, regulated, and/or restricted in accordance 
with Arizona Administrative Code R3-4-244 and R3-4-245.  Section 4.4.5 
describes the 11 non-native species that were identified within the Project area 
during noxious weed surveys, of which 5 species are identified by the ADA as 
prohibited, regulated, and/or restricted noxious weeds.  The potential spread of 
these weeds would be controlled by implementation of Sierrita’s Noxious 
Weed Control Plan. 

SA9-35 See response to comment SA9-34. 
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SA9-36 The ASLD’s comment regarding the Noxious Weed Control Plan is noted.  
Sierrita would apply for all necessary federal, state, and local permits prior to 
construction.  FERC staff expects that information necessary by the ASLD to 
process Sierrita’s permit application (in addition to that described in the EIS), 
such as weed control measures, would be requested of Sierrita by the 
permitting agency during the permitting process.   

SA9-37 See response to comment SA6-10.  Sierrita would apply for all necessary 
federal, state, and local permits prior to construction.  FERC staff expects that 
information necessary by the ASLD to process Sierrita’s permit application (in 
addition to that described in the EIS), such as seed mixes, would be requested 
of Sierrita by the permitting agency during the permitting process.   

SA9-38 We note that these activities are proposed to take place outside of the 
construction work areas identified in section 2.0 and, if the Project is 
approved, areas authorized by the Commission.  Sierrita would be limited to 
conducting weed treatment activities outside of the proposed construction 
right-of-way to the extent it receives appropriate authorizations from the 
landowner or land-managing agency.   

SA9-39 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document to state 
that in areas where noxious weeds occur within the right-of-way, but not off 
the right-of-way, Sierrita would target areas for control when the weed cover 
exceeds 10 percent of the right-of-way.  The weed cover percentages would be 
based on a visual estimate centered on the weed population.  Also see response 
to comment SA9-34. 

SA9-40 Sections 4.8.2.2 and 4.10.3 (where Pima County open space properties are 
mentioned) have been updated to reflect the ASLD’s clarification. 

SA9-41 See response to comment SA9-40. 
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